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Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery
Report Card Pilot Project — Final Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chinook salmon, listed almost ten years ago, still remain at high risk of extinction with some populations
returning as few as 29 fish. The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan has officially guided the recovery
effort for two years.

In 2007, the Recovery Council made a commitment to NMFS to create an adaptive management plan that
responded to the Recovery Plan Supplement. This commitment was based on the Recovery Council’s
belief in the importance of monitoring and adaptive management as an integral part of its ability to
successfully recover the fish. As an important step in completing that work, the Recovery Council adopted
its 2008 Work Program, which included the Report Card Pilot Project. The purpose of this pilot project was
to create a report card that would allow the region and others to understand the status of implementation,
and to use the information to make policy decisions about the effort.

Lighthouse Natural Resource Consulting Inc. was hired to lead the pilot project with three watersheds to
create and test a report card approach for the region. Through this pilot project, we attempted to create a
report that described the status of implementation in a format useful for salmon recovery implementers,
leaders and supporters, alike.

This document represents the Final Report prepared by the consulting team for the 2008 Salmon Recovery
Report Card Pilot Project. It is based on input from the participating pilot watersheds and Partnership staff.
It describes the pilot project and what was revealed about the region’s readiness for a reporting system at
the close of the second year of implementation of the Recovery Plan, and our recommendations for what is
needed to put a reporting system into place.

Highlights of the key findings, conclusions and recommendations are provided below. Context for salmon
recovery, the methodology and extensive detail on the findings, conclusions and recommendations can be
found in the full report and appendices that follow.

KEY FINDINGS FROM THE PILOT PROJECT

* In terms of the current status of implementation, based on the limited information that our pilot
watersheds were able to report on the status of their own implementation efforts, it is likely that
implementation efforts are falling well below what was hoped for during the planning phase.

* Staffing approaches used initially to begin local watershed collaboration and salmon recovery planning
work under HB 2496, appear to be insufficient as salmon recovery groups across the region shift into
full-time implementation of the Recovery Plan. Watersheds and their stakeholders need significantly
more funding, staff, training, and support to participate in a meaningful reporting process and system.

* Key salmon recovery stakeholders and leaders are forming opinions about the status of implementation
with very limited and, sometimes, inaccurate, information. These stakeholders are critical to the long-
term success of salmon recovery and they need timely, accurate information about implementation
through periodic reports to stay engaged and supportive. Reporting should provide decision-makers and
stakeholders with information about the status of implementation relative to the adopted 10-Year Goals.
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* Reporting should be connected to, and driven by, a sophisticated adaptive management plan and
monitoring system, which doesn’t exist yet for Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery on a regional
scale. In order to begin reporting before such a plan and system is put into place, the Recovery Council
and Partnership will need to make a policy decision, guided by science, about what is most important to
track and report on in the short term to guide salmon recovery actions.

* The reporting system should include both a tracking tool and a process of discussing and analyzing the
information gathered. We learned from the beta test of our proposed reporting system that this part of the
work (gathering and analyzing information, and reaching consensus on the conclusions of that analysis)
is extremely important for the continued advancement of salmon recovery work. It stimulated valuable
discussions among people working across the H’s and other listing factors about the current status of the
work in light of the adopted 10-year goals in the Recovery Plan.

* Reporting that is not arrived at through discussion and consensus may not be trusted by those

stakeholders and leaders that the reports are intended to inform. Without some level of confidence in the
information reported, the reporting system itself has little usefulness

TOP 10 LESSONS LEARNED ABOUT REPORTING ON IMPLEMENTATION

WATERSHED NEEDS TO ENGAGE IN REPORTING ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN:

Lesson 1. Every watershed already needs more staff to implement the Recovery Plan. It will require even
more to begin tracking and reporting on implementation.

Lesson 2: People need training and support to provide a consistent level of information for reporting purposes.
Lesson 3: The Timing of the Reporting Cycle Matters — It Can Either Help or Hinder the Effort.

Lesson 4: Collaboration is critical to the success of implementation reporting.

SYSTEM-WIDE NEEDS TO SUPPORT REPORTING ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN:

Lesson 5: The region needs to complete the adaptive management plan within which implementation
reporting should be conducted.

Lesson 6: The Reporting System must speak to several key audiences — Implementers and Influencers.

Lesson 7: Report Cards should be drawn from an assessment and reporting system consistent with the
monitoring and adaptive management plan. Where that doesn’t exist yet, a few key items should be included.

Lesson 8: More funding is needed to begin collecting monitoring data and information.

Lesson 9: A database is needed and should be built around or adapted to the framework of information that
we expect to use to create reports.

Lesson 10: Some level of standardization in reporting is needed if the information or data is to be synthesized
to gain a perspective about implementation across the region or Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We conclude that it is premature to launch a comprehensive report card system in Puget Sound until
further infrastructure can be put into place. We recommend the following next steps to advance the
development of a report card and establish the underlying adaptive management system. The Recovery
Council and Partnership should:

* Establish a set of criteria to assess the current level of implementation relative to the adopted 10-year
goals in each of the 15 Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery watersheds.

* Engage in a series of policy discussions within each watershed and at the regional level to determine
how best to stage and sequence the increases in infrastructure needed to implement the Recovery Plan
over an appropriate time frame.

¢ Establish a multi-year work plan to phase in a Reporting System.

¢ Communicate now, and on an ongoing basis, with key salmon recovery stakeholders and leaders on
what is known now about the status of implementation, and describe what information is not yet
available. Help them understand what it will take to develop an implementation tracking and reporting
system and seek their support and leadership in ensuring that the resources are made available to put
such a system into place.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Background Information on the Pilot Project

Twenty-two populations of Chinook salmon are threatened with the risk of extinction in Puget Sound;
recently some populations have returned as low as 29 or 43 adult spawners. These fish, listed as threatened
nearly a decade ago, still remain at risk.

In January 2007, the National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) published and adopted the Puget Sound
Salmon Recovery Plan under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as the roadmap to bring these fish back
from the brink of extinction. The first of its kind in the nation, the Recovery Plan was produced through a
collaborative effort among watershed groups, governments, tribes, business and environmental groups,
brought together by a nonprofit organization known as the Shared Strategy for Puget Sound. The Recovery
Plan has formally guided regional and local recovery efforts for two years.

In adopting the Recovery Plan, NMFS also published a Supplement to the Plan, which called for, among
other things, the creation of a monitoring and adaptive management plan to guide decision-making about
plan implementation over time, to answer questions such as:

* Are salmon recovery efforts moving toward the Plan targets for recovery?
* Are efforts focused on what is most important to recover Chinook salmon?
* s the Plan being implemented at the appropriate pace for recovery?

In 2007, the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Council, the governing body guiding recovery actions
under the Recovery Plan, made a commitment to NMFS to create an adaptive management plan that
responded to the Recover Plan Supplement. This commitment was based on the Recovery Council’s belief
in the importance of monitoring and adaptive management as an integral part of its ability to successfully
recover the fish. As an important step in completing that work, the Recovery Council adopted its 2008
Work Program, which included the Report Card Pilot Project. The purpose of this work program element
was to create a report card that would allow the region and others to understand the status of
implementation, and to use the information to make policy decisions about the effort. In particular, the
report card should answer the questions posed above.

Lighthouse Natural Resource Consulting Inc. was hired by the Puget Sound Partnership (‘“Partnership”), to
lead a pilot project with three watersheds to create and test a report card approach for the region. Through
this pilot project, we attempted to create a report that provided answers to those questions in a format useful
for salmon recovery implementers, leaders and supporters, alike.

This document represents the Final Report prepared by the consulting team for the 2008 Salmon Recovery
Report Card Pilot Project. It is based on input from the participating pilot watersheds and Partnership staff.
It describes the pilot project and what was revealed about the region’s readiness for a reporting system at
the close of the second year of implementation of the Recovery Plan, and our recommendations for what is
needed to put a reporting system into place.
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The Context in Which Implementation of the Recovery Plan is Happening

Salmon recovery efforts in Puget Sound have been underway informally for more than a decade and those
efforts have been constantly transforming. The work of salmon recovery today is different from what it was
even five years ago. It is worth noting how the work has changed because these changes influenced the
pilot project and the creation of the implementation tracking system. These are the facts that the pilot
project team faced when it undertook this project:

The people working on salmon recovery have recognized that their efforts fit within a broader framework.

In most watersheds, people working on recovery now see their efforts as part of a broader, regional and
landscape scale approach to recovery. With the adoption of the Recovery Plan and 3-Year Work Programs,
the change can also be seen across many different local recovery elements, from the way in which projects
are identified, sites are selected and partnerships have formed, to the ecological outcomes that are sought by
recovery projects and programs. Across a continuum, this change might look something like Figure 1.'

Figure 1 — The Shifting Nature of Salmon Recovery Work
Site Based =>=>= ==> Landscape Scale
Opportunistic =>=>= = Strategic

Voluntary === == Professional

Rah Rah! == === Highly Political

Single Partners === Multiple Partners

Single Phase === = Multiple Phases

Protection =>= >=>=>= Restoration Acquisition
Single Action =>==== Suites of Action

Single Purpose =>==>= Multiple Benefits

Over the past several years, the nature of the projects proposed by the 14 Puget Sound watersheds have
shifted considerably from left to right across the continuum, shown above. This is occurring as scientific
knowledge of ecosystem processes improves, and the watershed organizations we rely on build and grow in
experience and skills. These shifts influence salmon recovery work in many ways. First, it increases the
length of time it takes to move a project from the concept to design phase because projects are becoming
more complex. Second, it changes the level, caliber and consistency of the human resources needed to
accomplish the work, and it requires watershed staffs to consider their work programs and how they can be
sequenced and integrated with work that is occurring across other H’s. Finally, to be successful in the long-
term, salmon recovery work will need to include new protection and restoration strategies, including
regulatory and incentive programs, which require watershed staff and each agency or group working in a
watershed to become increasingly skilled in the political work required to accomplish such programs.

Across Puget Sound, local watershed groups implementing salmon recovery need more resources.

Despite the advances mentioned above, the staffing approaches that were initially used to begin local
watershed collaboration and salmon recovery planning work under HB 2496, are proving to be insufficient
as salmon recovery groups across the region shift into full-time implementation of the Recovery Plan. The
pilot groups working on these issues are significantly understaffed, and require increasingly skilled and
experienced staff to manage increasingly complex projects. Unlike other organizations that take on equally

"More explanation about Figure 1 can be found in Appendix I to this Final Report.
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complex construction projects, (e.g., local public works departments), these same groups are attempting to
accomplish salmon restoration projects without or with limited aid from their own professional staff to plan,
design, fund and perform the work, either through their own forces or using contractors.

Instead, local watershed groups are depending on volunteers (nonprofits, local governments, tribes, and
others) to step forward and do all of the necessary work to bring a project to fruition, typically paid for
through one-time grants. Watershed staffs are not responsible for, and do not control, the performance of
the work. They have limited ability to control when the work will be performed because they depend on
third parties to do it (some of whom also lack adequate staff or funding, to engage in this work).

The regional organization has shifted to the Puget Sound Partnership

At the same time that the local efforts for salmon recovery have been shifting, the regional organization that
facilitates and provides centralized staffing to support those planning for the Recovery Plan shifted from the
Shared Strategy for Puget Sound, a nonprofit organization, to a new state agency, the Puget Sound
Partnership. The new agency is recently one year old, and is working to maintain and increase the level of
regional support for salmon recovery, while also advancing the broader recovery of the Puget Sound.
Regional work under the Recovery Plan now falls within the context of the newly adopted Action Agenda
for Puget Sound.

The Recovery Plan we are tracking is complex. The number of people and organizations involved number in the
thousands.

Implementation of a Recovery Plan that contains over 5,000 pages (and references hundreds of other
planning documents) is complex. Salmon recovery in Puget Sound is being advanced by 14 watersheds, 15
lead entities, thousands of stakeholders, 17 treaty tribes, 12 counties, and hundreds of cities across a broad
geographic area that is home to over 4 million people.

Leaders need a broad array of information to make decisions about recovery actions and much of it is not yet available.

People, from elected officials to biologists, need a broad array of information about the status of
implementation to be effective in managing or supporting the salmon recovery effort. This information will
be used to do everything from making funding decisions to changing legislation or county codes, adjusting
harvest levels or modifying hatchery activities. Many different types of information are needed at differing
scales, including: status and trends data on habitat, fish populations, hatchery programs, harvest activities
(and how these three factors interact), the effects of climate change, natural predation and diseases that
affect salmon and other species. This information can be gained from monitoring programs, but the exact
need has not yet been defined and agreed to by those who would use it. There is not yet a monitoring and
adaptive management framework to guide and direct salmon recovery. Where monitoring data is being
collected, it may not serve the needs of people beyond those directly involved in doing the monitoring work

In summary, the first two years of implementation of the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan have
been full of change, challenges, and improvement. It was within this context that the pilot project team
undertook its work.
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Scope of the Pilot Project

Lighthouse Natural Resource Consulting, Inc. led the pilot project, working with Partnership staff and three
pilot watersheds. The Pilot Project consisted of three phases. First, consultants created a report card
template based on interviews with key leaders and research on other templates that would provide
information at both local and regional scales. Second, the consultants worked with each of the pilot
watersheds to test the report card system by gathering the information sought and preparing a “test report
card.” Finally, after the initial test of the report card was complete, the pilot project team determined that
there was inadequate information to prepare a “mock up” of a regional report card using the information
gained from each pilot watershed. The scope of the remaining effort was changed and Partnership staff
requested that the Consultants prepare this Final Report for the Watershed Leads and Recovery Council,
presenting the lessons learned from the beta test and recommendations for next steps. This Final Report
was presented to the Watershed Leads on January 7, 2009 and the results of the project were presented to
the Recovery Council on January 22, 2009.

Selecting the Pilot Watersheds

In selecting the three watershed areas for participation in the pilot project, the Partnership sought
watersheds that represented:

* The five bio-geographic regions, in terms of species diversity and risk.

* A diverse set of habitat limiting factors and functioning habitats and processes including condition
of habitat (urban, rural use, and wilderness), water quantity issues, harvest and hatchery issues.

* Diverse land-ownership issues (federal, state, private lands).

* Staffing and financial resources similar to that of other watersheds implementing salmon recovery
chapters of the Recovery Plan.

* A group whose local support for implementation would be enhanced by participation in the pilot
project; and/or whose participation would help advance the work of salmon recovery across the
region.

The three watersheds that were invited and agreed to participate in this pilot project are the
Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed Group (WRIA 9), Stillaguamish Watershed Group,
and North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE).

Chinook Salmon Implementation Report Card Pilot Project
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CHAPTER TWO

Creating a Reporting Tool — Our Methodology

The legal framework of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) drives what must be included in any species
recovery plan. This means that every recovery plan must address all of the different factors that contribute
to a species’ decline. It must provide goals, strategies and actions and a process for managing, harmonizing
and sequencing these actions over time. The net result is that recovery plans are typically complex, and the
work of monitoring and adaptively managing those plans is equally so.

The Puget Sound Chinook Recovery Plan is no different. It consists of a regional plan to improve the status
of Chinook salmon, as well as local recovery “chapters” created in 14 watersheds across the Sound by local
participants. The Plan also includes Hatchery Management Plans and Harvest Management Plans created
by the co-managers under the ESA. The Plan referred to in this document also includes NOAA’s
Supplement to the Recovery Plan. The Recovery Plan addresses all of the required ESA listing factors.’

NMEFS and salmon managers must also track the viability of each population in Puget Sound by closely
monitoring their abundance, productivity, diversity, and spatial structure. It was within this framework that
we began our work of creating a tool that would help watersheds, the Partnership, and the Recovery Council
report on implementation of the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan. We started with two simple
questions: (1) What do people need to know to support the salmon recovery effort; and (2) What do salmon
recovery leaders (at the local and regional levels) need to know to ensure that they are doing what’s most
important to recover Chinook salmon?

In answering these questions, we looked to two different sources for guidance: First, we examined the
October 31, 2007 Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Approach for the Recovery Plan (MAMA
Plan). Second, we looked to the leaders and important stakeholders that guide or influence salmon
recovery now and into the future.

The Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Approach
for the Recovery Plan

Although the Draft MAMA Plan is not yet complete’, it
provides the broad regional framework for a
comprehensive monitoring and adaptive management
program for Chinook salmon recovery that meets the
legal requirements of the ESA.

The Draft MAMA Plan calls for implementation

tracking as one of the three critical types of monitoring

that must be performed to guide Recovery Plan actions

over time. According to the Draft Plan, implementation

monitoring should track information that provides the

Recovery Council, Partnership and Watershed managers

with data that answers the following questions: Photo: Shared Strategy for Puget Sound

? These factors include habitat, harvest, hatcheries, the effectiveness of regulations, ocean conditions and other natural factors,
including predation and disease.

*In addition to other items that need to be completed, the MAMA draft does not yet contain a monitoring and adaptive management
approach that both supports local watersheds and connects their adaptive management work to the regional framework.
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o What are we trying to accomplish and, relative to short-term and long-term goals, where are we in
terms of implementation of the Recovery Plan?

o Did we complete the number of priority actions that were planned for the year? If not, why not?

o Are there gaps in the Recovery Plan (or a watershed’s local Chapter) and, if so, what is being done
to fill them?

o Are the strategies detailed in the Recovery Plan being implemented at a pace that will achieve the
desired milestones?

o How well are we implementing our proposed strategies and actions?

o Do we have the necessary funding, staffing capacity, and public and political support necessary to
sustain implementation over time?

o Are we implementing our strategies in an integrated way that maximizes efficiencies and the
benefits of actions across the H’s?

o Have our efforts to implement recovery strategies been constrained in some way? If so, how?

How many key uncertainties are being assessed through specific research plans?

o  When assessing the overall effort to implement the Recovery Plan, do key assumptions or
hypotheses need to be revised? Does the Recovery Plan need to be adjusted in some significant way?

o

These questions are in addition to the specific management questions sought to be answered by Status and
Trends Monitoring (of both fish viable salmonid population (VSP) conditions and habitat conditions),
Effectiveness Monitoring and Validation Monitoring Programs.

To develop a report card it became readily apparent it was first necessary to create a tool for tracking
implementation of the Recovery Plan since these tools did not already exist. To accomplish this, we
attempted to ensure that the information needed by salmon recovery managers and policy leaders, as stated
in the Draft MAMA Plan, would be captured and highlighted in a consistent format. This approach ensures
that successes are documented, and that problems or obstacles are clearly noted and brought forward for
further policy discussion and action to resolve them. We also sought to note areas of success so
accomplishments could be celebrated and recognized.

Stakeholder Interviews

Second, we interviewed a broad array of stakeholders to determine what key leaders and supporters across a
wide range of perspectives knew and wanted to know about salmon recovery and the implementation of the
Recovery Plan. We did this because successful and full-scale implementation of the Plan requires the
support of many people in leadership roles across Puget Sound. The people selected for interviews
determine policies, influence public opinion, and direct staffing, resources and funding critical to the
success of salmon recovery. They are, therefore, key audiences for reporting implementation progress.
Providing information to these stakeholders builds important political momentum necessary to sustain work
under the Recovery Plan.

Participants. A list of key policy-makers and opinion leaders in Puget Sound was created. Local
stakeholders were not interviewed through this process as their input was to be gained through the pilot
areas themselves and the local scale review process that was established. A subset of this initial list was
actually interviewed. (A complete list of the persons interviewed and a summary of their comments is set
forth in Appendix A).

Desired Information. Stakeholders told us that they wanted to know how implementation was proceeding,
but had little to no information about it.* Based on the recent and well-publicized collapse of the West
Coast fisheries, many interviewees expressed significant concern that the condition of the fish is worsening.
Some also expressed concern about the transition of the work from Shared Strategy to the Partnership, and

*For more specific information about the interviews, see Appendix A.
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that a focus on salmon recovery was being lost as the region began focusing on the recovery of the broader
Puget Sound ecosystem.

Based on these comments, it is clear that people will form opinions about salmon recovery, with or
without adequate information about the status of implementation. These responses remind us that it is
vital to communicate with key stakeholders about implementation, even at the earliest stages of Plan
implementation when all of the desired information is not yet available.

The interviewees acknowledged that salmon recovery is complex and difficult to achieve. They
consistently told us that they wanted clear, honest information about what is and is not working relative to
the goals that have been set. The level of detail and amount of information desired from reporting was very
audience-specific. Those closer to implementing the work desired more detail than those observing the
effort from afar. But, all of the stakeholders interviewed wanted to know at least the following information:

o The quantifiable current status of the fish
(abundance and productivity) and the
habitat on which they depend.

o Specific information as to whether salmon
recovery implementation is on track.

o Ifnot, specific information as to why it is
not on track, what can be done to address
the issue, and what is most critical to
address.

Photo: Shared Strategy for Puget Sound

The interviews clarified that tracking information such as acreage restored, stream mileage or numbers of
projects completed without being stated in context (e.g., relative to achieving XYZ goal) is not useful and is
really no longer acceptable if we intend to retain their support. Many of those interviewed stated that they
don’t want monitoring and reporting to become overly burdensome to those implementing the plan.

In terms of the usefulness of a report card, the stakeholders told us that it should use graphics that are easily
understandable and show trends over time. The report card should serve both as an accountability tool and
as a vehicle for telling the story of salmon recovery over time. The report card should help people see their
role in implementing the Recovery Plan, and demonstrate the value of each individual’s contribution, or
lack thereof, toward the larger effort.

Many stakeholders told us the report card needs to feed into an overall adaptive management plan. At the
local level, the information should highlight the most important issues, where conflicts exist, and where
help is needed. Finally, nearly all of our stakeholders said that report cards should track information to
meet NMFS delisting requirements.

In terms of timing, all stakeholders said that they want reporting to occur on a regular basis and annually, if
appropriate. Every five or six years, people want a rigorous assessment to be performed, coincident to the
NMES five-year review under the ESA. Interestingly, it appeared that maintaining a robust monitoring and
adaptive management reporting program over time was more important to people than the frequency of
reporting, and most people understood that monitoring data would become available at different times.

After reviewing the results of the stakeholder interviews, we confirmed that the scope of reporting should
be broad enough to cover all of the listing factors required by NMFS, as well as provide specific

Chinook Salmon Implementation Report Card Pilot Project
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information about how well implementation is progressing. It should provide people with a sense of a
watershed’s or the region’s priorities, and it should be conducted in a manner that continues dialogue and
interaction between and among members of both of those groups. If problems or obstacles are impeding
implementation, report cards should provide leaders and interested stakeholders with timely, specific
information about the problem, its root causes and possible solutions. With this guidance, we set out to
create a report card for Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery.

Building the Reporting Framework

Reporting is merely the act of communicating the results of tracking and analyzing certain information—
here, the status of implementation. In order to report any of the information described above, we
determined that the salmon program would need

a uniform framework within which actions were

tracked, and information was gathered, analyzed

and then reported. Without some level of

uniformity, data collected about implementation

cannot be rolled up to present a regional status

report for the entire ESU, and it makes it

difficult to see trends across or even within

various watersheds.

To accomplish this, we first had to create a

reporting system, which did not yet exist. In

order to provide the information that people

wanted to know, we found that the reporting

system required two key elements: (1) an

assessment system that tracked key areas of the

Recovery Plan, and asked a set of questions about progress on those areas; and (2) a report card system that
pulled key information from the assessment system in a way that built a credible picture of salmon recovery
at a local and regional scale.

To achieve a report card for a single watershed or the region, we identified which topics should be included
in the report card, and then worked backwards to identify the information that would be needed to make a
summary report on any issue. Using the guidance we received from our Stakeholder Interviews and the
draft MAMA Plan, we determined that a report card should include implementation information on at least
the following topics:

Habitat (including the habitat limiting factors relevant to that watershed)

Harvest

Hatcheries

Predation

Disease

Ocean Conditions (and other natural factors)

Effectiveness of Regulations

Viable Salmonid Population Criteria (productivity, abundance, diversity and spatial structure)

O 0O O O O O O O
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The Assessment System

To understand the status of the work for each topic area, we created a series of multi-faceted Assessment
Worksheets that sought information about gaps in the Recovery Plan, priorities, whether work was being
implemented or whether further planning or development was needed. The information gained from the
Assessments was then used to create report cards for each topic area. Further discussion of the report card
is found below.

The Worksheets also sought to discover the root causes of any identified obstacles by asking whether
programs in the implementation phase were adequately resourced, and whether programs in the planning
phase were set up to successfully complete the work or needed further support. Finally, each Worksheet
sought an overall rating (using suggested scoring criteria), a statement about notable progress that had been
achieved in the reporting period, areas where further improvements are needed, and key messages that
decision-makers should know about the topic.

The “logic path” for the Assessment Worksheets is set forth in Figure 2, below. The Assessment
Worksheets started the assessment at the 50-Year Goal level, sequentially stepping down to the 10-Year
Goal level, and then to Strategies Level and Action Level associated with each 10-Year Goal. The
Consultants assumed that an assessment at this level of detail would be performed only once and that re-
assessments would be done in later years focusing in on the highest priority items that need additional work
or that scored poorly in earlier rounds of reporting). Copies of the Assessment Worksheets are included in
this report at Appendix B.

Photo: WA Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Figure 2: The Assessment System - Worksheet Logic Path

Each worksheet asks:

A. Are you implementing the Recovery Plan?

1. Do you have Goals/Strategies/Work Programs?

In other words, for each Goal, is there a Strategy or Strategies that guide(s) a set of Actions to implement it?

If Yes= we considered the work to be in the “implementation phase.”
From here, the worksheet directs you to fill out Schedule A, to tell us more about whether implementation is on track and
what might be needed in terms of additional resources or support.

If No = some or all of the work is in the “planning or development phase.”
From here, the worksheet directs you to fill out Schedule B, to tell us more about whether the planning or development
work is on track and what might be needed in terms of additional resources or support.

2. How Strong is Your Goal, Strategy or Program?
Is it Scientifically Sound?
Does it have Measurable outcomes?
Is it Integrated (across other H's or other Goals/Strategies/Actions) and is it Sequenced?
Is it Prioritized?
Deadlines Identified? (Short-term, Mid-term, Long-term?)

If Yes= (To any Item on the List), that work is in the “implementation phase.” Go to Worksheet A
If No = (To any item on the List) Some or all of the work is in the “planning phase.” Go to Worksheet B

Schedule A Questionnaire: Owner or responsible party assigned?
Implementing Phase Project schedule?
Budget?

Scientifically reviewed and sound?

Project “on track” overall?

Project threatened in any way?

Overall Rating ___ (See suggested criteria)

Schedule B Questionnaire: What's your Process to complete the missing item?
Planning Phase Do you have everyone you need around the table?
Process for scientific review set?
Participating in H-Integration?
Overall Rating __ (See suggested criteria)

B. Do you have the Resources needed to be successful? Each of the Questionnaires above (Schedules A and B) asked about
whether adequate resources are available to move forward. Specifically it asks about: Funding, Staffing levels, Regional/Local
Coordination, Outreach and Education Programs to gain external support, Adequate Science or Research Program to Address
Science Gaps, and Leadership at local, regional or state, federal levels

Once an Assessment Worksheet was filled out, the watershed was asked to provide an overall rating using a
letter grade of A, B, C, D, F or I, which would be transferred to a Report Card with a set of key messages.
Each letter grade corresponded to a suggested set of rating criteria as follows:

Suggested Rating System Criteria

On Track, No Concerns

On Track with Few Concerns

Slightly Off Track, Moderate Concerns or Gaps

Off Track with Major Concerns or Gaps

Off Track — with Little Hope of Moving to On Track

=g | O|w | >

Not enough Information to score
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The Reporting System

As noted above, report cards are communication tools that provide information to decision-makers, as well
as the general public, about the status of implementation of the Recovery Plan. Based on the guidance we
received during the stakeholder interviews,

we felt it was important to design a

reporting system using report cards that

presented information in an easy-to-read

format, using short, readily

understandable key messages. We sought

a report card simple enough for a reader to

become oriented to it within a matter of

seconds. Finally, the report card needed

to convey a sense of context about what

was trying to be accomplished for each

topic tracked, along with information on

the current status of implementation.

Photo courtesy of Shared Strategy for Puget Sound

With this in mind, we researched a wide range of report cards used by natural resource programs across the
United States and Canada.” We determined that the report card format that best fit our goals was the Joint
Ocean Commission Initiative’s “U.S. Ocean Policy Report Card.” A sample of this report card is attached
to this report as Appendix C. Using the format suggested by their report card, we adapted it slightly to
allow watersheds to indicate the “percentage toward the goal” and record whether the effort was “on or off
track.” The report cards also included attached summary pages that provide more information about each
specific item reported, should a reader want additional explanations on a particular score.

Knowing we ultimately needed a report card that would provide a credible regional picture of the salmon
program’s implementation effort, we created a series of scorecards that started at a very specific level of
detail at the local scale, from which scores were transferred to higher level summary scorecards as the
information was “rolled up.”

Specifically, individual scorecards were created for each listing factor (e.g., habitat, harvest), drawing
information from the accompanying Assessment Worksheets. Using the scores and key messages from
each of those scorecards, a summary scorecard was created that showed a “rolled up” score from all of the
various elements of each listing factor. With this information, a regional scorecard was created reporting on
all elements of the Recovery Plan, including fish VSP. Sample copies of these scorecards are included in
this report in Appendix D.

The sample Assessment Worksheets and Scorecards were presented to the pilot watersheds and Partnership
staff in a half-day workshop held on June 24, 2008 and in follow up individual meetings with each pilot
watershed. All three of the pilot watersheds provided their technical groups with the worksheets for
comment. The pilot leads provided us with feedback on the proposed reporting system and additional
refinements were made.

*We examined many different reporting systems including the Chesapeake Bay Health and Restoration Assessment Report,
Colorado State of the Rockies Report, WRIA 8 Implementation Progress Report, Joint Ocean Commission Initiative US Ocean
Policy Report Card, Washington Conservation Voters Legislative Scorecard, State of the Salmon Report, Pacific Coast Salmon
Recovery Fund Annual Report to Congress, State of the Fraser Basin Report, and others.
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We presented the reporting system and tools to the Partnership’s accountability staff and members of the
former Shared Strategy MAMA team (which includes members of the Recovery Implementation Technical
Team or “RITT”), to ensure that it would fit within the Partnership’s overall adaptive management
approach for the Action Agenda, and with the salmon program’s new Habitat Work Schedule internet-based
reporting system. We discussed the logic path for the reporting system and participants told us it was sound.
We noted that this system was complex and that working through the assessment and scoring process would
be easier if we had an interactive, computer database from which to work. This was acknowledged as a
longer term need for the reporting system.

We found the questions in the Assessment Worksheets currently worked for the habitat component of the
Recovery Plan and local chapters and generally for the other listing factors as well. But, it was noted by
RITT members and WDFW staff that in the future, it may be appropriate to refine the Assessment
Worksheets for harvest and hatcheries to provide an additional level of detail unique to those listing factors
and the federally-approved Harvest and Hatchery Management Plans.
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CHAPTER THREE
Testing our Assessment and Reporting System

Once the Reporting System was created and refined with the help of the participating pilot watersheds and
others, we prepared to run a “beta test” of the system by asking each watershed to complete the Assessment
Worksheets and accompanying Report Cards. We asked them to track issues that arose, as well as the
amount of time it took to conduct the test. Given the limited time available for completing the Report Card
Pilot Project, we asked each watershed to complete their work within 30 days.

Meanwhile, the Partnership Staff prepared master
implementation monitoring spreadsheets (MIMS), which
catalogued each pilot watershed’s recovery plan Chapter
according to the goals, strategies and actions for each of the
Chinook salmon listing factors. The MIMS were used to
help each watershed quickly identify the
goals/strategies/actions set forth in their plans, with the
intent of saving their time and resources for the assessment
and reporting work.

The beta test ran during the month of August, 2008. Each
watershed took a slightly different approach to performing
the test, which was ultimately helpful in showing us different
approaches that could be used to do this work, and in
highlighting some of the issues that would need to be

resolved as a result.
Photo courtesy of Shared Strategy for Puget Sound

The Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound watershed group assessment work was performed mainly
by Gordon Thomson. Due to the group’s long history of working collaboratively together, and given the
specificity of their local recovery plan, Gordon was given carte blanche to complete the report card. He
took the finished product back to the technical group for review and discussion. Examples of their draft
report cards are included at Appendix F.

The North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE) assessment work was led by Cheryl Baumann, Lead
Entity Coordinator and Michael Blanton, with support from their Technical Recovery Group (TRG). While
we think of the NOPLE as one lead entity group, in reality, the area comprises three distinct watersheds that
drain from the north Olympic Peninsula (Dungeness, Elwha and WRIA 19). Neither Cheryl nor
Michael participated in the planning phase of the three recovery plans that guide work in those
watersheds. They were most familiar with the documents that guide their immediate next steps,
such as the Three-Year Work Programs, and not as familiar with the Dungeness, Elwha and WRIA
19 recovery plans and associated documents. For them, the MIMS worksheets were not useful in
helping them perform their assessment. Instead, NOPLE TRG Member Pat Crain, of Olympic
National Park, created an outline showing their local plan components and the logic framework of their
plan. This project gave them an opportunity to look more closely at their source documents and helped
them become more familiar with their plans. Cheryl worked across all the groups that work in these three
areas, along with their technical team to work through the reporting templates. The NOPLE group provided
the Partnership with a draft summary of their process and experience in performing the beta test which is
included in this Final Report at Appendix E.
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The Stillaguamish Salmon Recovery assessment work was led by Sean Edwards, Snohomish County, Lead
Entity Co-Coordinator, Pat Stevenson, Stillaguamish Tribes, Lead Entity Co-Coordinator, Bill Blake, City
of Arlington, Lead Entity Co-Coordinator and Erika Britney, of [FC Jones and Stokes Consulting. The
Stillaguamish chose to use funds available through Snohomish County to hire a consultant to pull the
information together and contact the different sources necessary to complete the report card. Information
was then taken specifically to different stakeholders and groups for verification and validation. Examples
of filled out worksheets are included in Appendix G.

After the pilot watersheds completed their work, the
Assessment Worksheets and Report Cards were sent to
the consultants and Partnership staff for their review.
We examined each set of materials, using a uniform
set of questions to assess how the system worked.

The consultants and Partnership staff compiled the
answers to these questions for each pilot watershed
and shared feedback on what we heard from them
about the test of the reporting system with the entire
Pilot Project team, with two of the three watershed
groups wanting additional feedback, as well as with
Partnership staff.

Photo: Lyn Topinka, 2006

Based on all of the information gained during this pilot project, with the help and support of the
Green/Duwamish, NOPLE and Stillaguamish watersheds, we present the following observations and
lessons learned about the status of implementation of the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan, as
well as how we might begin tracking and reporting on our progress.

AN EARLY SNAPSHOT OF THE REGION’S PROGRESS

As part of the pilot project to test a new reporting system, we asked our three watersheds to tell us, as best
they could at this time considering all of the factors influencing their ability to move forward, how
implementation is proceeding for their local effort. What they told us was not surprising but, if the same
information holds true in all watersheds, major adjustments to implementation will be needed. What our
pilot watersheds were not able to tell us about their implementation efforts was equally important, and the
obstacles they faced in doing the assessment and reporting work showed us where we need to start.

What the pilot watersheds were able to tell us about implementation:

In only the second year, implementation of the Recovery Plan has just begun and it appears that the effort is falling
considerably behind the expected pace; watersheds face many obstacles and need considerable support.

It appears that the rate of implementation of the plan is falling well below expectations, but most of the pilot
watershed were unable to be specific enough to provide the context that most of the stakeholders we
interviewed told us they needed to know to gauge progress on implementation. In addition, serious
obstacles exist to implement each watershed’s plan at a rate necessary to reach 10 year benchmarks. These
include a lack of capacity caused by inadequate funding for basic watershed staffing, monitoring, further
planning work, retrofitting of facilities for hatcheries, regulatory and protection activities and restoration
projects.

5 The specific review questions we used to evaluate the performance of the beta test are found in Appendix H.
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Other obstacles that exist include a lack of coordination across the various H’s and the federal and state
agencies in charge of other listing factors, a lack of local or regional leadership to drive important, long-
standing issues that must be resolved to achieve implementation, and a lack of a clear vision for what is
needed for effective outreach and education programs necessary to support implementation. A few specific
examples from our watersheds are instructive:

In the Green/Duwamish, which was the most able to draw concrete conclusions about the financial status of
their work, they discovered that they are implementing their habitat capital program at approximately 7% of
what is necessary ($2 million out of an expected $30 million annually). They do not have a work program,
staff or a budget to advance the 30 non-capital programs that are called for in their plan. The $2 million
that they do receive is fragmented across approximately 13 different funding sources.

The NOPLE group reported that they feel confident that many of their habitat restoration projects are on
track (for example removal of the Elwha dam is on track for removal in 2012), but despite that confidence,
they remain strongly concerned about Canadian harvest and its impacts on NOPLE’s salmon stocks, and
their availability for local recovery and harvest. In the Elwha, they also reported that their hatcheries are
outdated and if improved, could dramatically affect the overall yield returns of less than 1 percent, but that
effort is slightly off track. With the WRIA 19 area, they reported that the grade is an “incomplete” because
there was no completed plan for that area. As a result of this project, they are now moving forward to
complete planning for that area, but will need additional funding for staff, travel, facilitation and technical
support to get it done.
In the Stillaguamish watershed, they reported that their programmatic
habitat protection goal is based on a “no net loss of existing habitat.”
Although they know historic, pre-European settlement habitat
conditions, they currently lack the capacity (funding, staffing), to
perform the monitoring needed to see whether they are achieving this
goal, and must rely on data provided to them from other parties which
is often unavailable or not useable. In addition, they report that
enforcement of habitat protection at the local level is only complaint
driven (which means it is episodic in nature), and enforcement at the
state and federal levels is limited.

Each of these examples reveals that implementing recovery plans at
the local level is complex and the obstacles that must be overcome to
achieve the goal of recovery are numerous and require ongoing work,
funding and a commitment to collaboration with others.

Photo courtesy of Shared Strategy for Puget Sound
What they were not able to tell us about Implementation

None of the watershed that participated in our report could specifically quantify today the exact status of
each element of their local recovery plan, for several different reasons:

First, for all of the pilot watersheds, the process of completing the assessments about the status of
implementation using paper worksheets (instead of a computerized database, which doesn’t yet exist)
proved to be far too time consuming and complex, given the amount of information involved. None of the
pilot watersheds groups completed all of the assessment worksheets for every element of their local
recovery plan during the beta test.
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Second, to report on every aspect of implementation requires the collection of an enormous amount of
information. Here, the pilot watersheds did not have adequate time or resources to accomplish that type of
work. Each watershed did the best they could with what was available within the month time frame they
had for the beta test. In some cases, the lack of information was based on their inability to get data or
information from third parties. In other cases, the person or group involved in preparing the assessments
typically worked on habitat issues, didn’t know what was going on with harvest and hatchery
implementation, and didn’t have a relationship with anyone doing that work, who could be quickly
consulted for assistance. Additionally, information critical to understanding the status of implementation
within a context of recovery goals simply does not exist yet in most watersheds.

Third, apart from where the Tribes and the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife are
monitoring fish, there is little to no other status and trends monitoring happening in most watersheds which
would allow the pilot watersheds to report on the status of implementation in the context of the current
status of each salmon population and existing habitat. Without this important contextual information,
stakeholders and leaders are left to wonder whether the pace of implementation is sufficient, and they won’t
readily know whether adjustments may need to be considered.

Finally, in many portions of individual watershed plans, measurable goals and objectives for habitat, harvest
or hatchery goals have not been set yet, against which progress can be measured. More work is needed to
quantify those goals and objectives.

These issues are important and highlight areas where further work is needed to enable watersheds and the
region to effectively collect the information needed to track and report on the progress of implementation of
the Salmon Recovery Plan.
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CHAPTER FOUR

TOP 10 LESSONS LEARNED ABOUT REPORTING ON IMPLEMENTATION

Although each watershed took a different approach in organizing themselves to engage in the test of the
assessment and reporting system, each of them struggled to do the task in ways that revealed to us where we
need to start to build an implementation reporting system.

THE WATERSHEDS: WHAT PEOPLE NEED TO PARTICIPATE IN REPORTING

Implementation of the salmon recovery plan is possible because of the efforts of hundreds of people who
believe that they, in concert with others, can take consistent actions to reach the adopted 10-year goals, that
will put Chinook salmon on the road from threatened to recovered. This is the meaning of collaborative
action. It depends on shared goals, mutual trust, transparency and consistent follow-through by all those
involved. Maintaining and fostering the momentum of this effort requires constant care through
communication, open and frank discussion and joint decision-making within the agreed upon framework of
the Recovery Plan.

To create the Recovery Plan, salmon recovery advocates
spent over five years in a focused planning effort. The
planning phase was voluntary, and people collaborated
around Puget Sound to produce a Plan by June of 2005.
While the plan was completed at that time, the public
review process and formal adoption process by NOAA
Fisheries took until 2007. This planning work required
staffing and some financial commitments on the part of
participants and formed an important foundation of trust,
commitment and the dedication of staff and resources,
but it did not require a permanent structure or staffing
model.

Photo: Stillaguamish Salmon Recovery Implementation Plan

As noted earlier in this report, the work of salmon recovery has changed over the past five years. The
region and local groups are moving from planning to implementation of a new Recovery Plan. As
discussed earlier in this Report, we are asking increasingly more of our watershed organizations, but have
not given them to the tools or infrastructure to accomplish the work that must be done.

Additionally, as a result of what we learned from this pilot project, we now believe that implementation and
adaptive management of the Recovery Plan demands much more from our organizations (staffing, funding,
computer tools and technical expertise), and they are clearly not yet set up to take on these additional
burdens.

What are these additional burdens and how will they affect the watersheds? QOur observations are as
follows:
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Watersheds Need More Human Resources, Training and Funding

Lesson 1: Every watershed already needs more staff to implement the Recovery Plan. It will require
even more to begin tracking and reporting on implementation.

Tracking implementation represents a new program for most local watersheds and the region.

Within each watershed, it will take significant amounts of knowledge, time, funding, technical support, and
collaboration to collect, analyze and report on the implementation of the Recovery Plan. The Stillaguamish
and Green/Duwamish have been working on setting up adaptive management and monitoring systems for
some time. But, even they struggled during the pilot project to collect information and create report cards
because of the difficulty of coordinating with all of the many different organizations that hold the
information and data needed. It will take even more work and a broader set of conversations to transfer each
watershed’s reported information to regional report cards that speak to broader scales.

At present, paid staff within each watershed is in very
short supply. Some watersheds have also experienced
high staff turn-over rates (often due to unstable
funding). The situation may worsen with the
economic downturn.

Where staff does exist, they are already loaded with
other responsibilities and may lack the time to do this
new work effectively. Without new resources for
more staff, existing staff will need to be pulled away
from implementation work, which is already behind
the expected pace, to spend time monitoring and
reporting on the progress of implementation. This
scenario presents a troublesome policy choice for each
watershed, and for the region.

Photo: Snohomish County Surface Water Management

Although the Stillaguamish group chose to use a consultant team to assist them in performing the beta test
work in a compressed timeframe, they noted that given the complexity of the work, and the fact that it will
require long-term relationships and knowledge of each watershed’s local efforts, they would not
recommend using outside consultants as a long-term solution to their staffing needs for adaptive
management and reporting.

Lesson 2: People need training and support to provide a consistent level of information for reporting
purposes.

In the beta test of the Assessment and Reporting System, we found that most of our pilot watersheds
provided some information in response to specific questions, but without advanced training, or someone
prompting them for more information as they provided their answers, the most important details were not
provided and the key connections were not made.” To get to a point where they can provide this
information, watershed staff need time and support to develop a watershed staffing plan and budget based
on their 3-year work program needs.

"For example, all watersheds responded that they presently lack adequate levels of staff to carry out all of the responsibilities
required to implement their 10-Year recovery goals. However, they didn’t, and sometimes can’t, quantify that need in a way that
would allow the Recovery Council to advocate for a specific level of funding in the upcoming State biennial budget process.
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Additionally, some staff will require training in how to present information persuasively or strategically to
gain grants or to report information in a way that others can use it in advocating on their behalf. Finally,
each watershed and the region need a system and process for working with the information collected from
each area, to interpret it and clearly state what is most important for each audience or discussion.

Lesson 3: The Timing of the Reporting Cycle Matters - It Can Either Help or Hinder the Effort.

The timing of reporting is important. Decision-makers tend to want annual reporting, but from a technical ,
workload and policy perspective, annual reporting may not be the appropriate timeframe for everything.
The cycle of reporting should consider the nature of the data or information being collected if it is to be
meaningful. People are willing to report, but within appropriate time frames for when it is available and
useful to advancing the effort.

The timing of the report card beta test was unfortunate (August) in that it coincided with vacations, field
work, and Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) project preparation work. The beta test period was
also too short to allow the pilot watersheds time to take their proposed Scorecards to their local watershed
stakeholders for review and consensus on the conclusions reached and key messages.

To be successful in this work, watersheds and their
stakeholders need significant advance warning about
when assessments and reporting will occur, so they
know when they will need to have the staff leads,
technical and policy groups, and information available to
do the work. When staff turnover occurs, new staff may
lack important information to help with a watershed’s
efforts in tracking and reporting on implementation. In
those situations, advance time to prepare is critical to the
success of reporting.

Photo courtesy of the Green-Duwamish Watershed Group

In addition, assuming people are available to do the work, it takes time to gather information, analyze it,
come to consensus about the strength or value of the data collected, and reach conclusions about what the
information or data tells us about implementation. Much of the work is technical in nature and people with
expertise in the appropriate scientific fields are needed to support the effort. In addition, the more
geographically dispersed people are who must participate (such as in the North Olympic Peninsula areas),
the slower and often more expensive it is to get the work done.

The pilot watersheds told us that the best time for them to engage in implementation reporting (which
requires information collection, analysis and report preparation with consensus gained from the watershed’s
technical and policy groups), is during the first quarter (January-February-March) of each year.

Finally, in establishing the frequency of reporting, decision-makers should consider the rate of
implementation and the amount of resources available to engage in the work. Where little resources are
present to do even the most basic implementation work, it may make sense to limit the frequency in which
watershed staff engages in tracking and reporting on implementation.
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Lesson 4: Collaboration is critical to the success of implementation reporting.

During the beta test of the Reporting System, each pilot watershed used a different approach to (1) examine
their program in light of the Assessment questions being posed, (2) collect the data and information about
the topic that would allow them to make an informed decision about how they should answer it, and (3)
answer the question.

The more people that were required to be involved in these three steps, the more complex and slow the task
became for the pilot watersheds. However, on the positive side, where more people were involved in the
project, even if it was slower, the more consensus there was around report conclusions. This increased the
confidence of the watershed group about the information that was being provided and led to advancing the
issue.

This showed us another important feature of implementation tracking and reporting that cannot be missed.
That is, while anyone can attempt to assess on their own how well a watershed is implementing their 10-
year recovery plan goals and actions, the information has little credibility if the assessment and conclusions
reached are not shared, discussed and agreed to by the broader group of people involved in implementing
the Plan.

For example, in some of the pilot watersheds, hatchery, harvest and habitat managers don’t know each other,
and our project participants told us that they lack basic information about the status of each other’s
programs. This is even more pronounced for the other listing factors (such as ocean conditions, climate
change, predation and disease). With those factors, most watersheds were at a complete loss as how to
report on implementation and assumed some work was being done by the National Marine Fisheries Service
or others. They told us that they were unsure about what was reported for those factors, and that the report
card could not reliably speak to the other listing factors outside of their areas of expertise.

In another example, as a direct result of the collaboration by the participants from NOPLE in assessing their
local chapter of the Recovery Plan, they realized that for WRIA 19 (where no city or county is situated who
might serve as the natural lead for work in that area), they don’t yet have an agreed upon local recovery
plan from which to measure implementation. Through their joint discussions, they found a gap and have
already made plans to complete the WRIA 19 plan.

We learned from the beta test that, regardless of how good the implementation tracking system is in terms
of its structure, it won ’t produce reliable report cards if there is no process that stimulates or facilitates
people talking to one another about their work across the H’s and other listing factors at the local level.

The same is true at the regional level. In addition to collaboration within each watershed, there is a need for
greater coordination and support between leaders at the regional level (Recovery Council, Puget Sound
Partnership) and the leaders at the local (watershed) level to ensure that there is a clear understanding of
how implementation is being measured, who is being held accountable for it, and how information that is
reported will be used to make decisions that affect local efforts.

Accordingly, while it may seem tempting (given limited resources, time, etc.) to skip the time-consuming
process and discussion that is required to reach consensus on the status of implementation, in our view it is
the most important step in terms of laying the foundation for actions that improve and strengthen
implementation efforts. It adds the credibility and confidence of the people doing the work to the report,
and strengthens any further “rolled up” analysis and reporting which may follow it.
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REPORTING REQUIRES A SOPHISTICATED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM,
WHICH DOESN’T EXIST YET.

Lesson 5: The region needs to complete the adaptive management plan within which implementation
reporting should be conducted.

We found that it is difficult to create an implementation reporting system (and report cards) for salmon
recovery without an adaptive management system in place. An adaptive management system is both a
series of tools and a human process.

As a tool, the adaptive management plan needs to hold all of the information to be tracked and understood
over the life of the Recovery Plan. This means that the scope of the information that should be tracked is
comprehensive—covering all of the listing factors used by NMFS to determine if salmon are recovering or
sliding further toward extinction.

But, collecting large amounts of information without a system that helps people use it effectively is not
helpful. Engaging in the process of adaptive management without the right information at the right time,
means that the process won’t stimulate leaders to make the critical policy decisions salmon recovery needs
to stay on track.

Both the tools and the human process need to be carefully framed and simplified enough to be usable. Both
need to systematically address the various components of the Recovery Plan, while at the same time
allowing people to make connections across the entire spectrum of recovery planning work by synthesizing
information from many different sources. The system and process must allow people to access the
information in it in a variety of ways and to create a variety of reports depending on the audience and the
information critical to analyze.

Lesson 6: The Reporting System must speak to several key audiences.

Creating a report card sounds like a simple
enough task, but when it comes to an ESA
recovery plan, it is not. Here, the Puget Sound
Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan is being
implemented by groups of people and
institutions working at different scales (e.g.,
local versus regional), with different information
needs and desires (e.g., legislator versus fish
biologist), and the information will be put to
different uses (e.g., setting harvest targets versus
deciding funding levels).

Photo courtesy of Green-Duwamish Watershed

They are the audience for adaptive management and reports generated through the implementation reporting
system. The people we interviewed can be categorized two ways: implementers and influencers. Their
information needs differed, depending upon the group with which they identified.

People doing the work need specific, detailed information that helps them manage actions.
“Implementers” are the people who are actually engaged in doing the work called for in the Recovery Plan,

along with the scientists who provide technical support and guidance for their efforts. As a group, they
have a more detailed working knowledge of the Plan and the actions that are being taken to implement it.
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They need highly specific information about implementation. But, implementers sometimes lose the larger
perspective and lose track of gaps in the plan or deficiencies in implementation as they wrestle with the
details of the components they are advancing.

For example, a project sponsor may have a high level of knowledge about a specific stream and its habitat
restoration needs. However, the project sponsor may not know that the cause of degradation on that stream
stems from a lack of habitat protection that is occurring across a broader landscape, and that there is no
program in place to solve those habitat losses (which may overrun any restoration projects they build).
These implementers can benefit from the larger picture of recovery framed and held at the both the
watershed and regional level, even though they act locally.

People with the power to influence salmon recovery need synthesized information that provides the big picture.

Influencers are leaders, typically by nature or by position. They tend to be elected officials and other
leaders in the community who influence salmon recovery, but are not directly involved in implementation.

Influencers are generally “synthesizers” of information. They want information that allows them to see
how all the pieces fit together. They desire far-reaching analysis and conclusions about whether
implementation is on track or not, and if not, they want to know why that is the case. Influencers need
enough specific information to allow them to make decisions and act, and to advocate for the solutions that
have been agreed upon by the larger group, but the level of specificity they need is usually less than that
needed by Implementers.

For example, Influencers want to know if overall we have protected
and restored more habitat for salmon this year than we did last year.
They may want to know how much habitat overall the Plan seeks to
protect and restore, and where we are in relation to those goals.

In addition, Influencers want to know if people are focusing on what
is most important in each area, and where implementation is relative
to established goals. Finally, they want to know the root cause of
any problems with implementation.

Photo: Puget Sound Partnership

As a result of our research, we concluded that the tracking and reporting system must speak to both
implementers and influencers. The system we use must allow these groups to use the information gained
from reporting strategically. It must provide people with critical information at the right moment, at the
right scale, so that people have the best information available to make critical decisions for salmon recovery.
This means that a significant investment must be made in building the infrastructure to support such a
sophisticated reporting system.

Lesson 7: Report Cards should be drawn from an assessment and reporting system that is consistent
with the monitoring and adaptive management plan. Where that doesn’t exist yet, a few key items
should be included.

In an ideal world, report cards would be created based on an implementation tracking and reporting system
that was built consistent with the information needs outlined in an adopted adaptive management and
monitoring plan. However, when we started this pilot project, neither of those things existed.
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In the absence of those two things, we created and tested one approach for the assessment and reporting
system, using the stakeholder interviews and draft MAMA Plan for guidance. But, other approaches may
work. The important elements of any report card system should include:

o A concise definition of the nature of the information that is most important for implementers and
influencers to know over the life of the plan (long term), and in this first phase of implementation
(short term).

o How and when the information will be used by implementers and influencers must be considered or
the information reported won’t help them.

o The specific data or information that will be collected and analyzed to judge progress toward
implementation (and thereby create reports) must be identified at the beginning of the process, so
that people are aware of what is wanted. This allows each watershed to identify who has the
information needed, who is responsible for getting it, and when the data or information will need to
be provided. Knowing this information in advance helps watershed staff flag where there is no
system or process for collecting the required information and resolve these issues in advance of the
reporting cycle.

However, simply tracking a list of actions isn’t enough to create the information that people want to know.
Some level of assessment of the effort must also be done to provide context and identify areas where more
support or work is needed. Although the work of performing a plan assessment is time-consuming, it is an
important element of reporting. It is important because it provides implementers with the needed context
for their answers to the question of whether the plan is being implemented.® During the beta test of the
reporting system, the pilot watersheds told us that the assessment questions were very helpful in advancing
their work under their local recovery plans.

Lesson 8: More funding is needed to begin collecting monitoring data and information.

There is currently very little funding available for monitoring the status and trends of the fish populations
across Puget Sound, as well as the status of the other listing factors. Without it, any information that is
collected and reported on the efforts made to implement the plan lack important context. Uniformly, the
people we interviewed wanted to know how implementation is going and the current status of the fish and
habitat.

*During our interviews with stakeholders, nearly every person told us that they were no longer interested in receiving
reports on salmon recovery without the important context that allowed them to understand what the report meant.
With that in mind, we looked at the tool that was already suggested in the Draft MAMA Plan (the Master
Implementation Monitoring Schedule (MIMS). The MIMS is recommended as an approach to monitoring
implementation of the Plan at the regional scale. The MIMS is essentially a one-dimensional tool—a tracking list—of
all of the actions called for at the regional scale for implementation of the Recovery Plan. This format allows one to
track each item and state whether the work is being completed on time, but it doesn’t provide the context asked for by
the stakeholders we interviewed. It conveys how much of a set of actions have been completed, but not why or what
is needed to change the status reported. We no longer think this approach is sufficient.

In our view, each watershed should assess why actions are at certain stages of implementation each time they report
on the status, and this assessment should be part of the overall tracking system itself. In creating the report card
system for this project, we asked each watershed to simultaneously assess the status of implementation and consider
the root cause(s) of why certain items aren’t moving forward (such as a need for more science, planning, funding,
staffing, or support). During the beta test of the system, the pilot Watersheds told us that the assessment questions
were very helpful to their work.
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Lesson 9: A database is needed and should be built around the framework of information that we
expect to use to create reports.

Given that each 10-year recovery goal in a local watershed’s chapter of the Recovery Plan is typically
implemented through multiple strategies, with suites of actions tied to each strategy, the layers of
information assessed were extremely complex and the accompanying paperwork too cumbersome. If the
assessment questionnaires could be put into a database, each answer could be recorded electronically and
the user prompted for additional information. This would reduce the staff labor and burden of preparing
reports and performing the assessments and reports. Reports could be generated automatically, and key
information could be viewed by the staff and edited or further refined. The database should be tied to
existing tools such as the Habitat Work Schedule, the proposed Harvest and Hatchery Work Schedules, or
other related databases (including systems that track stormwater projects, wastewater treatment systems,
outreach and education programs, etc.) and those new databases that may be developed for the
implementation of the Action Agenda for Puget Sound recovery.

This work will need sustained staffing and technical
support over time. It is a technically complex task to
build a database that connects to other databases that
already exist or are under development. There are
also a number of web-based management tools that
other groups are using that should be explored that
will help watersheds and the regional staff track their
performance (e.g., Base Camp, Central Desktop; See
also, WDFW hatchery reform database/management
system).

Photo courtesy of Shared Strategy for Puget Sound

Lesson 10: Some level of standardization is needed if the information or data is to be synthesized to
gain a perspective about implementation across the region or ESU.

Creating reports that can be synthesized and “rolled up” from a local level or extrapolated from smaller data
sets to make broader or regional statements about the Recovery effort requires some level of standardization.
A standardized reporting system adds rigor and consistency to reporting and can be designed to roll up from
the local to the regional level. But, standardization only goes so far and the analysis of the information
collected must be done individually, before the information can be rolled up.

Standardized reporting systems have benefits and limitations that need to be understood by those seeking to
use the information to make decisions. For example, on the positive side, asking each watershed to report
on the same thing (such as the status of the implementation of their habitat capital restoration projects),
allows decision-makers to have a clear picture of the status of implementation generally, across the entire
region. It also allows them to see where efforts are weaker or hampered by some issue, and where
additional support may be needed.

However, standardized reporting can lead to the exclusion of important information if it is drawn too
narrowly. This can have serious consequences. For example, a standardized reporting system that only
looks at a few areas of implementation (such as the progress of capital restoration projects), may provide a
false sense of security that implementation is going smoothly in one or more watersheds when, indeed, a
population may be on the brink of extinction even with the completion of those capital projects.
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Whichever type and degree of standardized reporting is ultimately done across the ESU, Watershed leaders
and Recovery Council members will need to ensure that it provides a way to raise issues outside of the
commonly reported topics when needed, and that eventually, information is collected on all ESA listing
factors so that red flags are transparent to everyone. The watershed coordinators and those working on
implementation are experts in their fields and drawing out from them what is most important across all of
the information will be a key step in any process. The system needs to directly ask watersheds if they are
implementing all of the goals in their 10-year Plan and if they are advancing the issues of greatest
importance.
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Chapter Five

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Implementation of the Recovery Plan has just begun and it is taking place in a time of significant change
both nationally and locally. The pace of implementation appears to have fallen behind the pace expectations
set by watersheds and regional leaders during the process that created the Recovery Plan.

As described in this report, there are many components to the infrastructure that is needed to engage in the
work of tracking and reporting on implementation of the Recovery Plan. We found that most of these
components necessary to do this work (the people, the systems, the relationships, the data) are not yet in
place, limited by inadequate funding, the fact that there is no adopted adaptive management plan to guide it,
and the need to develop tools to facilitate and support the work. Accordingly, we conclude that it is
premature to launch a comprehensive report card system in Puget Sound until further infrastructure
can be put into place.

Recognizing the current funding limitations, we provide here our recommendations for how to stage and
sequence the creation of the infrastructure needed to put a report card system into place for consideration by
the Recovery Council and Puget Sound Partnership. These recommendations take into consideration the
need for immediate information on the status of implementation and the on-going need for information so
that leaders can make informed decisions that will shape salmon recovery over time.

Implementation Reporting should be phased in over time, given current staffing and funding levels.

As stated several times in this report, people want information on salmon recovery that provides context, a
high level of detail and comprehensively covers all of the issues that need to be tackled to implement the
Plan. Given the low levels of funding, staff, and lack of tools (such as a database for assessing and
reporting implementation), coupled with the lack of an approved Adaptive Management Plan to guide the
work, we conclude that it is premature to “launch” a report card system across all of the watersheds in Puget
Sound. Getting there will take considerable time and investment in terms of funding, staffing, creating
databases and forging new relationships between groups of people working on salmon recovery across the
various listing factors.

In the meantime, some level of reporting on implementation can be done, which will provide information
that advances further policy discussions and ultimately allows the Recovery Council and others to advocate
for the support that watersheds need to engage in this work. We recommend the following:

1. Engage in strategic discussions to determine how best to stage and sequence the necessary ramp
up of infrastructure to implement the Recovery Plan over an appropriate time frame.

We believe that the region and each watershed would benefit from engaging in strategic discussions
designed to achieve a roadmap for how to sequence and deploy the various strategies and actions in the Plan,
given current funding and other infrastructure constraints, considering the following questions:

o Based on current funding and staffing expectations, does the region have adequate resources to
meet its goals?

o Is our funding structure and finance strategy serving us to achieve our 2012 Goals?

o Who is responsible for refining, establishing goals, and implementing the regional chapters of the
Plan?
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As aregion, and as individual watersheds, are we organized in ways that allows us to be successful
over time? Do we need to consider other organizational models or structures? If so, how do we
move to those structures and in what time frame?

What can be done to reduce the administrative burden on watersheds, tribes and state agencies
implementing recovery actions that will significantly contribute toward reaching our 2012 goals?
What is our strategy and work program (regionally and at the local watershed) to advance the
programmatic areas of the Recovery Plan?

What level of investment in monitoring and adaptive management makes sense at the current stage
and rate of implementation? What is the most strategic way to time and sequence those
investments?

Are there watersheds that are already using adaptive management plans or systems that need to be
improved? If so, what type of support do they need to make such improvements?

2. Establish a Multi-Year Plan to Phase in a Reporting System

Over a multi-year period of time, complete the following tasks to put a reporting system into place.
(These items are not in any particular order).

O

Gauge the rough level of implementation across the 14 watersheds. Prepare a rough assessment
across all 15 watersheds to determine the rate at which implementation is occurring and areas where
work programs and budgets have yet to be developed for significant 10 year plan elements. Discuss
the information gained with both of the key audiences for salmon recovery.

Assess whether current goals are realistic in light of anticipated funding and staffing levels.
The Recovery Council and PSP Staff should work with the RITT and each watershed to assess and
reframe, as needed, their 10-Year goals, strategies and actions in light of what we know about the
current progress of implementation given funding and staffing levels, and any updated scientific
information about the status of each population.

Identify the issues or obstacles that must be dealt with in each watershed in order for tracking
and reporting to move forward. Identify the implementation tracking and reporting issues unique
to each watershed and begin the policy discussions and other work to solve them.

Finish the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan. The Salmon Recovery Council and
Partnership should reconvene the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Technical Team and
complete the work of creating an adaptive management framework for salmon recovery that was
begun by the Shared Strategy for Puget Sound in its October 31, 2007 Draft MAMA Plan.

Identify and Agree on Priorities for Tracking through an Implementation Reporting System.
At a watershed and regional level, discuss and agree on the priority items (or subset of priority
items as the work is phased in over time) to be monitored and reported on, and establish the
timeframes for reporting.

Begin shifting reporting cycles and work programs to fit into the NOAA 5-year reporting
cycle. Convert the watershed Salmon Recovery 3-Year Work Programs to 4 or 5 year plans to
align with the NOAA reviews required under the ESA. Ensure that these plans identify any
underlying obstacles to implementation, acknowledge gaps that exist, define further planning work
and state the resources necessary to meet the 10-year recovery plan goals.

Develop a database for tracking implementation and generating reports. The Partnership
should work with the WDFW and others to create a new database or modify existing databases,
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such as the Habitat Work Schedule, used for salmon recovery to aid watersheds and regional
leaders in creating reports on the status of implementation of the Recovery Plan.

3. Communicate now with key stakeholders on what is known and what will take more time to
develop for an implementation tracking and reporting system.

Finally, given the need to phase in implementation reporting over time, it is especially critical now to
engage in direct discussions with the key stakeholders who have the ability to lead or influence salmon
recovery. The purpose of such discussions is to let them know that we are working on providing them with
the information they seek, and to share what we can say now about the status of implementation in only our
second year. This will provide them with a realistic view of what it will take (in terms of time, funding,
staff and other resources) to put in place a reporting system that is sophisticated enough to track
implementation of the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan. Most importantly, it will put them in a
position to advocate on behalf of salmon recovery for those needed resources.
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

The following is a summary of comments received by the Consultants from a broad group of
stakeholders interviewed at the outset of the pilot project. It represents their opinions and
thoughts as of May, 2008.

Main Conclusions:

Report Card is timely- people want to know how implementation is proceeding and
perception is that salmon recovery is stalled and investments are being questioned.
The level of detail and amount of information desired is very audience-specific but
all people want to know:

* The quantifiable current status of the fish and the landscape.

* Ifsalmon recovery implementation is on track.

* Ifnot, specifically why not, what can be done and what is most critical to

address.

People understand that this work is complicated and hard and want a real and
specific perspective of what is working and not working relative to the goals that
have been set.

The following information is summarized from interviews from the following people
conducted in May and June of 2008:

Mary Ruckelshaus, RITT/RIST and NOAA Fisheries

Bob Kelly, Nooksack Tribe

Representative David Upthegrove

Barbara Cairns, Long Live the Kings

Elizabeth Babcock, NOAA Fisheries

Joe Ryan, Puget Sound Partnership

Mike Shelby, Western Washington Agricultural Association

Jay Gordon, Washington Dairy Federation

Jim Miller, Vice-Chair Snohomish Forum and City of Everett

Rob Masonis, American Rivers

Denis Hayes, Bullitt Foundation

Allison Butcher, Master Builders Association, ESA Business Coalition
Mayor Darlene Kordonowy, City of Bainbridge, Chair of PS Salmon Recovery Council
Jeff Koenings, WDFW

Kathy Fletcher/Naki Stevens, People for Puget Sound
Councilmember Dave Somers, Snohomish County

Bill Ruckelshaus, Chair of Puget Sound Partnership

How well you think salmon recovery in Puget Sound is proceeding currently?

Overall



* Poorly relative to the fish.

* Most had heard of the recent, well-publicized collapse of other salmon stocks.

* Almost all the people we interviewed stated directly that they did not know
how implementation was proceeding.

* Better than 4 years ago, but at risk of not advancing.

H-Integration, Harvest and Hatchery
* All interviewees who spoke to harvest and hatchery issues felt there was no
integrated h-approach and wanted to know and track progress on the work
program for ensuring integration is occurring.

People and Human Infrastructure
* Human infrastructure and leadership are in place to be leveraged and this is

a significant source of pride and hope that salmon recovery will continue and
be successful.

Funding and Results
* Most thought that a lot of money has been allocated for salmon recovery, but

interviewee’s were uncertain about how much, what it had achieved, if it had
been spent and the results of those investments. This was a source of
significant discomfort.

* There is a high level of distrust that the new PSP will be committed to salmon
recovery and will thus assist in delivering the funding and support necessary
to reach recovery.

* People perceive the quantity, quality, certainty and amount of work
necessary to get funding as a main impediment to success.

Other
* Gaps still persist- water quantity, water quality, habitat protection- and there
is no information to know if these issues are being advanced or not, who is
responsible for doing them or the connection to the Action Agenda work.
* Strategic level of thinking is improving at the local level (Mary Ruckelshaus)
* See positive progress in 3-year work programs (Mary Ruckelshaus).

2. If you could receive information back on the progress of salmon recovery- what
would you be most interested in knowing?

Fish
¢ All respondents wanted information on fish abundance.
* Those respondents more tightly associated with salmon recovery wanted
productivity information as an indication of the role of the various h'’s.
* Only a few people spoke to specifically wanting all VSP parameters.

Pace
¢ Allinterviewee’s wanted to know, “are we on track?” Scale was dependent
on level of investment in salmon recovery and specific issues.




Harvest, Hatchery and Habitat

All H’s critical to most interviewed.

Habitat reporting needs to speak to current status on the landscape, long and
short term quantifiable goals, and a clear statement of recent gains/losses.
Hatchery and harvest reporting needs to speak to current status of impacts of
actions on meeting short and long-term recovery objectives, long and short
term quantifiable goals, and a clear statement of recent improvements and
setbacks.

Interviewees want visuals that show trajectories.

People want to know at a variety of scales and for both gaps and areas
currently in progress information about work programs, timelines, budgets,
responsible parties and process for independent science review.

Statements that Link Concepts- Integration/Synthesis

People are most interested in integrated statements about the status of the
fish in each system that incorporate harvest, hatchery and habitat status.
People want simple concrete statements about what is most important to be
done, who is going to do it, by what date will it be delivered and are there
major roadblocks to it occurring.

People are not interested in if we are working hard, they want to know what
are we accomplishing and what more is needed for success?

Funding

Amount of funding necessary, amount of funding received, amount spent
SRFB specific information. # of projects, # started, # completed, where it was
spent, why a good expenditure of resources locally and for the region.

What results were gained from funding relative to goals? What level of
funding is needed?

Funding is a tool for achieving salmon recovery not a main focus.

Report Card Should...

Must be visual and show trends over time.

Report card needs to be both accounting mechanism as well as story-telling
that inspires more.

Report card should help people see their role and the value of their
contribution, or lack of, toward the whole.

Need a report card to feed into a governance plan locally- information should
show what most important issues are, where inconsistencies lie, where help
is needed.

Want to create a report card where watersheds are honest and truly describe
the current status in order to get help.

Report card needs to be readable.

Track information to meet NOAA delisting requirements.

Priority and Focus



Need to know what the bottlenecks are for recovery and what is being done
to find out what they are where it is unknown.
Need to understand magnitude of the issues so report card drives focus.

Other Measures

What is population pressure threat in future? What are biggest threats to
increasing the impact of the threats in the future?

Over time, are we getting an ecosystem response from our actions.

What are key things we are monitoring, what changes are we seeing?

4. Given your role in salmon recovery is there other information that you or other
people need to know? How will you use the information?

Farmers want basic- is it working or not, how many fish are in the river.
MBA wants major red flags of is the region on course to delisting. Does what
we are doing make sense.

Bullitt Foundation would consider changing funding priorities if it was clear
what was needed and that Bullitt could considerably influence a positive
movement.

Rate of loss of habitat really important for NOAA Section 7 consultations.
Report card should go to farmers, fisherman, tribes, loggers and fish
scientists and managers and be used to stimulate a discussion of how to
creatively look at what is going on and new solutions or steps.

Need to know if we are on track and if re-evaluation of the overall salmon
recovery process is needed and that this discussion will occur. If we continue
to receive this level of support and funding is this a good investment of our
regional time and resources?

One NGO interviewee said they would use the information to lobby
government representatives, set priorities of where they would invest their
time, funding and commitment of the organization.

4. How frequently (timelines) would you want the information?

Annual basis - want a sense of where it is going and whether the effort is on-
track.

5-6 year rigorous assessment.

Don’t want a huge drain on system going into reporting. Need people doing
not just reporting.

More important than frequency is that there is a robust process and it is
maintained over a long time.

Annual changes won'’t be dramatic- too much reporting will inhibit trust.
Reporting should fit with state, federal and local budgeting cycles.
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